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“  He  that  is  first  in  his  own  cause  seemeth  just ;  but  his  neighbor  cometh  and 


searcheth  him.” 


REV.  M.  SHEELEIGH,  Cor.  Sec. 

Sir: — Your  “biennial”  report  of  the  business  of  the  Lutheran  Board 
of  Publication,  read  at  Wooster,  Ohio,  June  16th  is  before  me.  You  very 
modestly  assure  the  Society  that  they  “  would  not  now  look  for  any  very 
remarkable  representations,”  etc.  After  a  careful  reading  of  the  document, 
I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  it  is  a  tissue  of  the  most  “remarkable” 
representations  I  have  ever  seen.  It  is  “remarkable  ”  alike  for  what  it  omits, 
and  for  what  it  says,  for  its  misrepresentations  for  its  personalities,  and  above 
all  for  being,  what  it  was  not  intended  to  be,  a  strong  vindication  of  the  success 
of  the  management  of  the  “  late  superintendent.” 

The  Omissions. 

You  facetiously  call  your  report  “biennial” — covering  apparently  the 
two  years  from  April  1,  1877,  to  April  1,  1879.  But  you  seem  to  think  that 
fifteen  months  of  this  time  are  of  no  account,  and  confine  vourself  to  the 
last  nine  months  of  the  period.  As  the  first  fifteen  months  were  crowded 
with  the  most  “  remarkable  ’’events  in  the  history  of  the  Society,  the  ignor¬ 
ing  of  them  in  your  report  is,  to  say  the  least  of  it,  quite  “remarkable.” 

In  your  financial  exhibit  at  Carthage,  1877,  you  put  the  net  assets,  ex¬ 
clusive  of  real  estate,  at  $52,162.76.  At  Baltimore,  1875,  you  put  the  net 
assets  at  $11,478.87,  showing  a  net  increase  in  assets  of  $10,683.89.  Your 
exhibit  at  Baltimore  showed  debts  to  the  amount  of  $12,603.16;  at  Carthage, 
$5,938.67,  showing  a  decrease  in  debt  of  $6,664.49.  Notwithstanding  these 
figures  in  your  own  reports,  you  stated  at  Carthage, — “though  not  having 
advanced  in  pecuniary  worth,  but  having  fallen  somewhat  behind  itself,”  etc. — 
I  happen  to  know  that  your  attention  has  been  called  to  this  misstatement 
and  it  seems  to  me  a  little  “  remarkable,”  that  you  omit  saying  anything 
about  it  in  your  present  report,  for  you  know  now,  if  you  did  not  then 
that  your  statement  is  not  true. 

In  accordance  with  the  permanent  resolution  of  the  Board,  an  account 
of  stock  was  taken  April  1st,  1878.  The  net  assets,  according  to  this  account, 
were  $53,428.84.  At  Carthage,  a  year  previous,  you  reported  $52,162.76,  a 
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net  increase  of  $1,266.08.  You  reported  the  debts  at  Carthage,  $5,038.67. 
The  account  taken  April  1,  1878  show  the  debts  to  be  $2,712.36,  a  decrease  in 
indebtedness  of  $3,226.31.  Three  months  later,  July  1,  1878,  these  debts 
were  practically  all  paid  off,  nothing  remaining  unpaid  except,  perhaps,  a 
note  of  $500  to  the  Seminary  (or  college)  at  Gettysburg,  and  when  the  super¬ 
intendent  left,  the  total  store  indebtedness  could  not  have  been  equal  to  the 
average  purchases  of  a  single  month. 

Now,  is  it  not  a  little  “remarkable”  that  these  facts  escaped  you  in 
making  out  your  “biennial”  report?  Even  you  could  comprehend  the 
situation,  and  could  understand,  that  if  the  debts  had  been  liquidated,  as 
the  figures  show — nearly  $6,000  in  15  months — how  much  of  a  bank  balance 
could  have  been  shown  at  the  end  of  the  succeeding  nine  months.  By 
your  own  showing,  with  no  debts  to  pay,  and  no  other  use  for  money, 
there  should  have  been  in  this  proportion  just  $3,600  in  bank,  etc. 
Silence  is  a  great  virtue,  and  sometimes  it  becomes  a  necessary  virtue.  Do 
you  think  you  have  faithfully  performed  your  duty  toward  the  Society  by 
thus  slurring  over  these  fifteen  months,  and  not  saying  manfully  what 
the  evidence  shows,  “although  we  the  Board  have  dismissed  a  Super¬ 
intendent  whose  actions  we  have  always  endorsed  to  the  Society,  yet  we 
must  say  that  he  found  us  deeply  in  debt  and  left  us  out  of  debt .” 

You  lay  claim  to  a  “largely  increased”  business.  It  is  a  “remarkable” 
omission,  however,  that  you  fail  to  state  what  has  been  the  result.  Has  this 
“  largely  increased  ”  business  been  done  with  a  profit,  or  at  a  loss?  This  is 
the  question  that  has  been  asked  of  me  repeatedly;  I  fail  to  see  anything 
about  it  in  your  report.  Why  ?  There  are  a  good  many  members  of  the 
Society  who  would  like  to  hear  from  you  on  this  point.  I  will  repeat  the 
question,  Has  this  “  largely  increased  ”  business  been  done  with  a  profit  or 
at  a  loss,  and  how  much? 

But  since  you  have  chosen  to  omit  this  information,  I  will  try  to  sup¬ 
ply  the  omission.  And  to  make  sure  that  my  own  “wish  may  not  be  father 
to  the  thought,” — I  have  consulted  a  prominent  business  man  whose  judg¬ 
ment  I  think  even  you  would  concede  commands  respect. — The  net  assets 
July  1,  1878,  on  the  reduced  basis,  the  committee  put  at  $28,779.68,  (exclud¬ 
ing  book  accounts). 

The  Committee  acknowledge  receipts  from  these  accounts,  $  4,920  75 
thus  making  the  net  assets  as  of  July  1,  1878,  .  .  .  33,700  43 

The  net  assets  April  1,  1879  they  say  are  ....  33,239  21 


A  loss  in  assets  of 


$  461  22 
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You  say  truly  that  “  a  change  was  effected  in  the  management  of  the 
Publishing  House,  etc.,  and  “that  this  will  appear  sufficiently  comprehen¬ 
sive  by  the  introduction  of  the  report  made  by  the  present  Superintendent 
to  the  Board  ”  (from  which  I  take  the  above  figures.) — “It  is  sufficiently 
comprehensive !  ” 

You  congratulate  the  Society  on  the  “diminished ”  expenses.  You 
omit  to  mention  that  this  reform  was  begun  a  good  while  ago.  You  surely 
have  not  forgotten  that  your  own  salary  as  Editor  of  S.  S.  Herald  was  re¬ 
duced  several  years  ago  from  five  hundred  dollars  a  year  to  three  hundred. 
Excuse  the  seeming  impertinence,  but  has  this  anything  to  do  with  your 
long  and  persistent  opposition  to  the  “late  superintendent  ?  ”  So  much  for 
your  omissions.  There  are  many  more,  but  I  shall  not  allow*  myself  to  be 
diverted  from  the  more  important  points. 

The  Misrepresentations. 

In  your  “ financial  exhibit”  at  Carthage,  you  put  the  “  Merchandise 
Sales”  (11  months)  at  $20,531.36.  At  Wooster  you  put  them  (9  months)  at 
$13,612.90.  With  these  figures  staring  you  in  the  fac e,  figures  from  your  own 
reports ,  you  talk  about  “  greatly  increased  business.”  This  is  precisely  the 
same  kind  of  mistake  you  made  at  Carthage.  There  your  figures  showed  a 
large  gain  in  assets,  and  you  said  the  House  was  going  “behind  itself”  here 
your  figures  show  a  very  considerable  decrease  in  business,  and  you  talk  of 
a  “greatly  increased  business.”  That  there  is  a  blunder  here  somewhere  is 
self-evident,  and  if  we  are  to  believe  the  old  saw,  that  figures  won't  lie , 
who  does  ? 

“  The  business  department  is  now  self-sustaining.”  I  take  it  for  granted 
that  you  mean  to  say  by  this  that  heretofore  it  has  not  been  self-sustaining. 
If  so,  it  is  not  true.  Your  own  “exhibit  ”  at  Carthage,  compared  with  your 
own  “exhibit”  at  Baltimore  shows  as  above  a  net  gain  of  $10,683.89.  Of 
this  amount  there  came  from  donations  (your  “exhibit”  at  Carthage) 
$3,397.11,  showing  a  net  gain  in  profits  of  $7,286.78.  This  looks  very  much 
like  a  misrepresentation.  All  the  reports  show  that  the  “  business  depart¬ 
ment  ”  has  been  self-sustaining  for  the  past  twelve  years. 

Incorporated  in  your  report  is  a  report  of  a  committee  appointed  to 
“  audit  the  accounts  of  the  Publication  House.”  This  committee,  not  con¬ 
tent  with  doing  what  they  were  appointed  to  do,  try  their  hand  at  misquoting 
from  the  record ,  in  order  to  make  a  point.  They  refer  to  the  minutes  of  General 
Synod  1877  and  say,  “  then ,  the  sales,  including  amounts  received  from  peri- 
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odicals,  in  eleven  months  amounted  to  $20,531.36.”  This  is  riot  true .  They  re¬ 
fer  to  page  94  of  the  Minutes,  but  there  it  stands,  so  plain  that  nobody  need 
mistake,  “Merchandise  Sales,”  $20,531.36 — not  one  word  about  amounts  re¬ 
ceived  from  publications.  One  of  the  gentlemen  of  this  committee, 
though  not  at  the  time  even  a  member  of  the  Society ,  examined  the  books 
every  month  for  a  year  or  two  prior  to  this  statement,  and  has  no  rea¬ 
sonable  excuse  whatever  for  making  such  a  blunder.  Never  in  the  former 
Superintendent’s  time  were  the  “  amounts  received  from  periodicals,”  count¬ 
ed  in  as  part  of  the  merchandise  sales.  The  committee  proceed  to  show  by 
“simple  proportion,”  how  much  the  business  has  increased.  This  is  simple 
proportion  with  a  vengeance. 

There  are  other  misrepresentations  in  your  report,  but  the  line  I  pro¬ 
pose  to  follow  does  not  permit  me  to  notice  them.  I  intend  to  answer  the 
main  points  of  your  report  with  facts  and  figures  from  the  documents  of  the 
Society.  I  think  the  result  thus  far  has  been  to  prove  that  your  report  is 
utterly  unreliable. 

The  Personalities. 

It  was  intended  by  the  Board  that  no  personalities  should  appear  in  the 
report.  When  you  submitted  the  first  draft  of  your  report  to  the  Board 
you  had  in  it  some  ugly  reflections  on  the  late  superintendent.  These,  or 
any  personalities  the  Board  were  unwilling  should  appear,  and  you  were 
directed  to  strike  out  all  such  from  your  report.  But  by  a  little  chicanery 
the  most  censurable  report  signed  by  Mess.  Boner,  Smith  and  Stulb,  has 
appeared  as  part  of  your  report,  and  you  accept  it  as  such  by  direct  allu¬ 
sion  to  it  and  by  adopting  its  most  objectionable  paragraph. 

I  deem  it  no  more  than  simple  justice  to  a  number  of  gentlemen  in  the 
Board  to  state  this  fact. 

The  paragraphs  relating  to  me  personally,  except  the  statement  that  I 
Avas  once  in  the  employ  of  the  House,  and  that  I  am  a  brother-in -laiv  of  the 
“late  superintendent,”  are  not  true.  The  narrative  is  pure  fiction. 

The  committee  state  that  they  had  difficulty  in  finding  certain  docu¬ 
ments — but,  they  say  in  the  very  next  breath,  “  Indeed,  had  it  not  been  for 
a  former  inventory  and  insurance  policies  found  in  the  safe,  etc.”  Xoav  I 
Avould  respectfully  ask  this  committee  where  any  business  man,  outside  of 
Kirkbride’s,  would  look  for  a  statement  of  material,  etc.,  other  than  in  an 
inventory,  and  where  ivould  he  expect  to  find  such  an  inventory  except 
“in  the  safe?”  and  Avhat  better  corroboration  of  the  inventory  would  he 
want  than  the  “ policies  of  Insurance?” 


<{Bv  wav  of  information,”  this  committee  says,  “there  has  been  it- 
ceived  as  donations  to  the  House,  from  Dec.  ‘67  to  July  '78,  the  sum  of 
$15,859.17,  of  which  $13,556.69  has  been  transferred  to  the  Profit  and  Loss 
account.”  I  have  puzzled  my  brain  over  this  no  little.  I  have  asked  a  score 
of  persons,  merchants,  ministers,  lawyers,  accountants,  what  they  could 
make  out  of  it.  All  agree  that  the  committee  want  to  leave  some  ugly  im¬ 
pression,  but  no  two  agree  as  to  what  impression  the  committee  wish  to  convey. 
Why  not  write  so  as  to  be  understood  ?  If  you  mean  to  state  that  any  of 
the  Donation  money  was  misappropriated ,  say  so  in  plain  English,  if  you 
dare. 

The  Tenth  Observation. 

You  refer  to  the  last  paragraph  of  the  report  of  this  committee  as  the 
tenth,  observation It  was  a  happy  thought  in  this  committee  to  make 
the  number  of  their  “observations”  correspond  with  the  number  of  the 
<l  Commandments,”  and  I  would  commend  to  the  chairman  of  the  committee 
a  careful  study  of  the  Tenth  Commandment:  “Thou  shaft  not  covet  thy 
neighbor’s  wife,  nor  his  man-servant,  nor  his  maid-servant,  nor  his  ox,  nor 
his  ass,  nor  anything  that  is  thy  neighbor’s”  (including  his  place). 

This  Tenth  Observation  reads:  “The  committee  have  information, 
which  was  offered  them  without  solicitation,  and  which  cannot  be  doubted, 
that  the  personal ‘trade  operations’ of  your  ‘late  Superintendent’  worked 
to  the  disadvantage  of  the  House,  both  as  to  the  matter  of  accumulating 
stock  for  which  there  is  no  demand,  and  as  to  the  price  paid  for  goods  and 
work.” 

There  are  several  “remarkable”  thiffgs  about  this  “Tenth  Observation.” 
This  report  was  published  first  in  the  Lutheran  Observer,  Sept.  6th,  ’78.  As 
published  then,  the  “Tenth  Observation”  was  omitted.  Why  ?  If  it  was  no 
part  of  their  report  then ,  how  comes  it  to  be  a  part  of  their  report  now,  par¬ 
ticularly  in  the  face  of  the  fact  that  the  Board  did  not  wish  personalities  to 
appear  in  their  report  to  the  Society.  Xot  a  word  is  said  in  the  original 
publication  to  show  that  it  was  only  a  part  of  a  report;  but,  on  the  contrary, 
it  was  published  as  the  report  of  this  committee  to  the  Board.  Has  the 
committee  added  this  “Tenth  Observation”  without  the  sanction  of  the  Board  ? 
If  so,  what  will  the  report  look  like  when  it  is  published  a  third  time  ? 

The  committee  who  make  this  report  is  composed  of  the  present  Superin¬ 
tendent,  who  you  must  concede  is  not  likely  to  be  very  impartial,  and  two 
others  who  were  not  even  members  of  the  Society  and  were  comparatively  new 
members  of  the  Board,  and  consequently  are  not  competent  to  express  an 
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opinion;  and  even  admitting  their  competence,  they  admit  that  this  evidence 
came  to  them  “ unsolicited ”  Why  say  this?  Would  hearsay  evidence 
receive  attention  in  any  court  in  the  land?  The  very  fact  of  stating  how 
they  came  by  this  evidence  indicates  that  there  was  some  other  evidence. 
Two  of  them  in  fact,  were  on  a  committee,  previous  to  this,  that  advertised 
for  information.  The  information  then  got  they  conceded  to  be  overwhelm¬ 
ingly  in  favor  of  the  late  Superintendent,  and  hence  it  is  they  were  driven 
to  the  resort  of  appealing  to  unsolicited  information. 

Further;  I  have  already  proved  the  misquoting  of  the  record  in  order 
to  make  it  appear  that  under  the  new  regime  the  business  of  the  House  has 
increased.  If  this  committee  cannot  give  a  true  version  of  printed  minutes, 
what  confidence  is  to  be  placed  in  a  statement  which  they  confess  comes  to 
them  “  unsolicited?  ”  These  things  “worked  to  the  disadvantage  of  the 
House,”  and  they  prove  this  by  figures  which  show  that  since  these  thinos 
have  ceased  the  business  has  decreased ,  and  has  been  done  at  a  loss! 

Now,  suppose  we  look  at  the  late  Superintendent’s  management  through 

other  eyes.  It  “  worked”  so  much  to  “the  disadvantage  of  the  House”  that 

Dr.  Hutter  wrote:  “After  the  further  trial  of  a  year,  we  feel  warranted  in 
_  _  • 

affirming  that  Mr.  Shryock  has  brought  to  his  field  of  duty  a  degree  of  pa¬ 
tient  and  persevering  industry,  self-denying  energy,  and  judicious  business 
tact  and  talent  that  even  exceed  the  estimate  we  had  formed.  Not  to  be 
disguised  is  it,  that  his  was  a  most  painful  and  laborious  task,  to  evolve 
order  out  of  chaos,  establish  confidence  on  the  ruins  of  doubt  and  distrust, 
establish  credit  on  the  verge  of  threatened  bankruptcy,  and  face  the  tor¬ 
rent  of  bitter  obloquy  and  disintegration.” 

It  “worked”  so  much  to  the  disadvantage  of  the  House”  that  Rev. 
J.  R.  Dimm  wrote  :  “  Had  it  not  been  for  means  furnished  by  private  hands, 
in  the  form  of  loans  and  contributions,  and  that  by  those  who  had  the  cares 
and  responsibilities  of  its  successful  conduct ;  had  it  not  been  for  the  judi¬ 
cious  management  and  persistent  energy  of  our  indefatigable  Superinten¬ 
dent,  J.  K.  Shryock,  the  Lutheran  Publication  Society  would  to-day  be  out 
of  funds,  out  of  confidence,  out  of  credit,  and  perhaps  out  of  existence.” 

It  “worked”  so  much  to  the  “disadvantage  of  the  House”  that  Messrs. 
Luther,  Eppley  and  Ockershausen  wrote :  “The  accounts  have  been  properly 
and  accurately  kept.”  “Under  the  system  of  management  established  and 
pursued  by  Mr.  Shryock,  there  has  been  a  gradual  appreciation  of  the  assets 
in  each  year  from  1871  to  1874.”  “The  condition  of  the  House  is  entirely 
sound.  We  recommend  that  the  present  system  of  business  be  continued  under 
his  Mr.  (Shryock’s)  management.” 
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And  just  here  let  me  say  to  you  that  instead  of  this  recommendation 
being  acted  on,  all  the  efforts  of  yourself  and  your  clique  were  to  hinder 
instead  of  help  the  management  of  the  late  Superintendent. 

It  “  worked  ”  so  much  “  to  the  disadvantage  of  the  House  ”  that  at  Car¬ 
thage,  in  1877,  your  financial  exhibit  shows  that  the  assets  had  increased 
in  two  years  $10,683.89,  the  debt  having  been  reduced  $6,664.49.  ( Two  of  the 
committee  who  report  this  “10th  Observation  ”  were  members  of  the  financial 
committee  who  adopted  this  exhibit  and  reported  it  to  the  Board.) 

It  “worked  ”  so  much  “to  the  disadvantage  of  the  House”  that  in  1878, 
April  1st,  the  balance  sheet  showed  a  net  increase  of  capital  of  $1,266.08,  and 
the  debts  decreased  by  $3,226.31. 

It  “  worked  ”  so  much  “to  the  disadvantage  of  the  House”  that  three 
months  later,  July  1st,  1878,  the  debts  were  reduced  so  much  that  the  busi¬ 
ness  fell  into  the  hands  of  the  late  Superintendent’s  successor  practically 
out  of  debt.  This  you  know. 

It  “worked”  so  much  “to  the  disadvantage  of  the  House”  that  in  the 
very  first  report  you  make  under  the  new  management,  you  are  compelled 
to  show  a  loss  in  assets  of  $461. 22,  and  a  very  large  percentage  of  loss  in  busi¬ 
ness.  True,  you  have  an  increase  in  periodicals,  but  that  means  nothing  so 

% 

far  as  comparisons  go,  for  you  cannot  show  a  year  of  the  past  ten  years  during 
which  the  circulation  of  every  periodical  published  by  the  House  did  not  increase. 

The  Meanness  of  It. 

The  substance  of  this  “  10th  Observation  ”  is  no  new  thing.  It  has 
been  hinted  at  and  talked  of  for  five  years,  and  at  Carthage  was  said  : 
“  There's  something  rotten  in  Denmark .”  It  was  just  because  of  these  slanders, 
insidiously  circulated,  that  the  Superintendent  postponed  a  resignation 
which  self-respect  had  long  been  impelling  him  to  make.  He  importuned 
members  of  the  Board  to  have  a  tangible  charge  made  against  him 
that  would  give  him  a  chance  to  defend  himself.  Nearly  every  member  of 
the  Board,  including  the  gentlemen  who  make  this  “observation,”  said : 
“  There  is  no  charge  against  the  Superintendent.”  In  this  the  President 
and  Treasurer  of  the  Society  and  the  President  of  the  Board  agreed. 

After  a  struggle  of  a  year  to  bring  about  the  deposition  of  the  “  late 
Superintendent,”  after  careful  manipulation,  and  alas!  death  had  brought 
the  Board  to  the  point  when  it  was  possible  to  pass  a  vote  by  the  magnifi¬ 
cent  majority  of  one ,  the  casting  vote  of  the  President — the  same  gentlemen 
who  had  said  repeatedly :  “We  have  no  fault  to  find  with  the  Superintend¬ 
ent,”  publish  to  the  world  this  remarkable  Tenth  Observation,  admitting 
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that  the  information  was  “  unsolicited,”  and  that  the  late  Superintendent 
had  never  been  permitted  to  answer. 

The  operations  of  Mr.  Shryock  were  never  done  in  the  dark.  They 
were  known  to  and  sanctioned  by  the  executive  officers  of  the  Board;  and  whether 
they  “  worked”  to  the  disadvantage  of  the  House  or  not,  1  think  I  have  discussed 
sufficiently  above. 

The  Vindication. 

When  Mr.  Shryock  took  charge  of  the  House  the  ascertained  debt  was 
$5,074.14,  and  no  available  assets.  The  business  was  in  a  state  of  chaos 
and  disintegration.  The  church  had  just  been  divided,  and  the  House 
labored  under  the  great  disadvantage  of  being  cordially  disliked  by  all  who 
belonged  to  the  General  Council.  The  first  necessity  was  to  borrow  $4,000  on 
the  real  estate  to  pay  ofF  some  of  the  most  pressing  debts  and  have  some 
capital  to  do  business  with.  He  left  you  out  of  debt,  with  excellent  credit 
and  an  established  business.  The  reports  always  showed  progress,  but  did 
not  show  cash  in  hand  because  the  profits  had  to  be  applied  to  reducing  in¬ 
debtedness.  As  soon  as  you  are  out  of  debt,  what  does  your  statement  show? 
Why,  with  decreased  business,  with  a  loss  of  assets — you  yet  have  in  bank 
$8,000 !  Do  you  want  any  more  conclusive  evidence  that  the  late  Superin¬ 
tendent  left  the  House  in  a  sound  condition,  and  that  his  management  was* 
a  success  ?  He  found  you  the  most  miserable  Publishing  House  in  the 
country,  he  left  you  one  of  the  most  flourishing.  He  found  you  out  of 
credit,  he  left  you  in  a  condition  to  do  your  business  for  cash.  He  found 
you  in  debt,  he  left  you. out  of  debt.  All  this  by  your  own  showing. 


The  Ebenezer. 

With  all  these  facts  staring  you  in  the  face,  do  you  not  think  it  would 
be  as  well  not  to  rear  the  Ebenezer  just  yet?  Built  on  a  foundation  of  petty 
personalities,  misrepresentations  and  innuendoes,  your  report  can  surely 
claim  no  help  from  Him  who  is  the  source  of  truth  and  of  truth  only. 

A  Grain  of  Truth. 

You  say :  “  You  have  had  not  a  few  men  in  the  Board  who  have  for  weary 
years  borne  the  heat  and  burden  of  the  day ;  aye,  who  manfully  struggled,  and 
labored,  and  suffered  when  it  was  not  day  but  dark  night.” 

I  can  myself  bear  witness  to  the  manly  struggle  of  some  of  the  gentle¬ 
men  in  the  Board.  I  recall  the  “  dark  night  ”  of  the  Fall  of  1873.  In  every 
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hamlet  in  the  land  might  be  read  the  ominous  despatch  :  “  Put  your  house 
in  order,  Jay  Cooke  has  failed.”  The  debts  of  the  Publication  Society  were 
nearly  $24,000.  The  Superintendent  was  lender,  endorser  and  guarantor  for 
the  greater  part  of  this.  Others  were  largely  involved  with  him.  But  they 
“struggled  manfully.”  Dr.  Stork  came  to  the  Superintendent  and  said  : 
“  Here,  I  have  no  money,  but  take  these  bonds,  besides  what  you  already 
owe  me,  and  get  on  them  what  you  can.”  (several  thousand  dollars.)  Mr. 
Buehler,  already  a  heavy  creditor,  came  to  the  Superintendent,  and  said  : 
“  Here  are  my  notes  in  blank,  use  them  as  you  please.  I  have  unlimited  con¬ 
fidence  in  you.”  And  Mr.  Beisel  came  and  said  :  “  Here’s  my  check  for  one 
thousand  dollars,  besides  what  you  already  owe  me.”  And  where  were  you 
and  your  clique?  It  was  a  “dark  night,”  and  in  that  self-same  dark  and 
stormy  night,  you  and  yours  had  raised  your  puny  hands  to  strike  down  the 
man  at  the  helm,  regardless  of  the  fate  of  the  vessel  or  the  fortune  of  the 
pilot.  Aye,  there  were  some  men  who  “  struggled  manfully .” 

I  have  thus  endeavored  to  give  a  dispassionate  review  of  your  report  to 
the  Society.  If  it  meet  the  expectations  of  the  members  of  the  Board  and 
the  members  of  the  Society  who  have  desired  me  to  undertake  the  un¬ 
pleasant  task,  I  shall  be  glad.  I  profess  to  be  a  friend  of  the  Society  and  to 
take  an  interest  in  its  affairs.  I  wrote  a  year  ago — “  The  House  is  in  a  con¬ 
dition,  with  proper  management,  to  pay  to  the  Church  a  handsome  yearly 
revenue.”  Knowing  this  to  be  the  case  you  can  judge  of  my  disappoint¬ 
ment  upon  reading  the  results  as  given  in  your  report  at  Wooster. 

Respectfully, 

J.  FRED’K  SMITH. 

Philadelphia,  July  15th,  1879. 
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